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Abstract 
It mushrooms as an unerring fact that that assessment literacy has been a focus of interest 
as one of the major professional requirements of a teacher. Correlatively, there are some 
manifold standards for assessment and measures for assessment literacy. This study, hereat, 
aims to unearth the prospective English as a Foreign Language (henceforth EFL) teachers’ 
levels of assessment literacy. In this context, the Assessment Literacy Survey developed by 
Volante and Fazio (2007) together with the student questionnaire of the European Network of 
Language Testing and Assessment (ENLTA) which was developed in 2004 are exploited to 
collect data. The participants are thirty-six senior students from the department of English 
Language Teaching (henceforth ELT) at a state university in Turkey. Fundamentally, the pre-
service teachers’ utilization of the assessment approaches, and their understanding of 
underlying principles are at the major axis. As a result, it is reported that prospective EFL 
teachers are aware of the concept of assessment literacy though they perceive themselves as 
not adequately qualified. At the very same, practicum courses in which they enroll do not 
satisfactorily meet their expectations in developing their assessment skills. Similarly, they 
have a judicious amount of practical knowledge on different types of assessment approaches 
although they are mindful of the fact that in-class practices are to be laced with various kinds 
of assessment applications. Some practical recommendations and implications for teacher 
education are also listed in tow. 
Keywords: Assessment literacy, ELT, EFL, professional development, teacher education.  
1. Introduction 
As one of the integral parts of the teaching-learning process, assessment is regarded as the 
engine that drives learning (Cowan, 1988; James, McInnis, & Devlin, 2002). Therefore, 
through the improvement of assessment procedures, it is grounded that learning in higher 
education is also enhanced (Coombe, Troudi, & Al-Hamly, 2012). In this respect, ‘know-
how’s together with the ‘show-how’s in assessment blossom as the key elements in an 
effective teaching-learning process.  
Assessing student performance is regarded as one of the essentials of a teacher’s job. It is 
purported that estimated time spent on assessment-related classroom activities by classroom 
teachers reaches to 50% (Plake, 1993) since assessment is applied for a myriad of purposes: 
diagnosing the needs of the students, grouping and grading students, evaluating the quality of 
instruction, triggering students’ motivation, enhancing students’ achievement, rendering 
reliable and valid information on the students’ achievement results for further training, and so 
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on and so forth (Brookhart, 1999; Stiggins, 1999). Correlatively, teachers’ accuracy in 
assessment mushrooms as a crucial facet where there are various types of assessment at the 
levels of district, state and national (Mertler, 2003; Rogers, 1991). 
Additionally, it is reported that a typical teacher spends one-third of his/her professional 
time in assessment, or assessment-related activities (Cheng, 2001; Herman & Drorr-Bremme, 
1982; Stiggings & Conklin, 1992). However, it is found out that testing and assessment-
related activities are noted as the least pleasant aspect of a teacher's job (Jacobs & Chase, 
1992). Henceforth, the pre-service and in-service teachers often do not apply the necessary 
skills to effectively administer assessment procedures in the classroom (Brookhart, 2001; 
Campbell & Collins, 2007; Mertler, 2005). Besides, teachers are expected to conduct 
classroom-based assessment-related activities in line with the state standards set by the 
current curriculum (Campbell, Murphy, & Holt, 2002). In this vein, there has been an 
inclination towards employing teachers with testing and assessment expertise. Herein, pre-
service teachers are supposed to be involved in specific courses regarding testing, 
assessment, and evaluation before they step into teaching as a future profession. Ironically, 
in-service teachers may not feel well-prepared to meet this demand; therefore, stick to 
traditional forms of assessment so as not to mark this as a weakness. This, later, paves the 
way towards students' failure to accomplish their full potential due to teachers' il-literacy in 
conducting an accurate assessment (Stiggins, 2002).  
Respectively, Mertler (1999) has found that teacher-led assessment practices are not quite 
often backed up with required statistical analyses (e.g., reliability analysis, item analysis, etc.) 
although teachers indicate that they have pursued the essentials of accurate assessment to 
ensure reliability and validity. Moreover, it is reported within that they could not find enough 
time to conduct such statistical analyses; even more, they are not aware of what reliability 
and validity are. That is why they mark themselves as either ‘slightly prepared’, or 
‘somewhat prepared’ even though they have graduated from a teacher training program as 
being equipped. Reiterating the same old story, it can be inferred that in-service teachers are 
left unprepared to test, assess and evaluate students’ achievement; however, they learn about 
the skills of assessment expertise as a requirement of on-the-job training.  
In the light of these, it seems clear that without a higher level of assessment literacy, it is 
not possible to help students attain higher levels of academic achievement. Then, what is 
assessment literacy? 
In recent years, assessment literacy has been touted as a focal point within the scope of 
teachers’ professional development programs (Popham, 2009). Basically, teachers' 
assessment literacy is described as the teachers' familiarity with the basics of measurement 
that can be applied in the classroom. In a broader sense, assessment literacy is specified as 
"the possession of knowledge about the basic principles of sound assessment practice, 
including terminology, the development and use of assessment methodologies and 
techniques, familiarity with standards of quality in assessment… and familiarity with the 
alternative to traditional measurements of learning" (Paterno, 2001, as cited in Mertler, 
2003).Therefore, assessment-literate educators are defined (Stiggins, 1995) as the ones who 
“know the difference between sound and unsound assessment. They are not intimidated by 
the sometimes mysterious and always daunting technical world of assessment” (p. 240).  
Being assessment literate is defined as having knowledge of testing practices, assessment 
techniques, test types and accurately utilizing each (Hoyt, 2005; Rogier, 2009). Most 
generally, assessment literacy is divided into two main areas: (1) teachers’ assessment 
knowledge; and (2) teachers’ perspectives on assessment knowledge (Wang, Wang, & 
Huang, 2008). Although it is a sine qua non for today’s well-qualified and skillful teachers, 
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assessment literacy is not probed as a requirement to complete teacher education programs. 
The only exposure that pre-service teachers are exposed to regarding assessment is that there 
are some graduate-level courses offered relatively, or a unit in a method class (La Marca, 
2006; Stiggins, 2006). Henceforth, there is a gap between teachers' knowledge on assessment, 
and their assessment-related applications put into use. 
On the other hand, novice teachers bereft of assessment literacy are left with a question 
behind on the kind(s) of assessment that is going to be applied in a given course. However, 
they are expected to know how to extract students' ideas and assess overall learning (Siegel & 
Wissehr, 2011). In this sense, developing teachers’ assessment literacy is treated as one of the 
fundamentals of teachers’ professional development. Herein, teachers’ assessment literacy is 
to be shaped with both know-hows and show-hows within the scopes of (a) assessing 
students’ understanding of a given topic; (b) labelling instruction for topic-specific 
assessment; (c) altering required changes according to the needs of the students with 
disabilities together with those who are English language learners in order to conform with 
the equality of opportunities (National Research Council, 2001; Siegel, 2007).  
To begin to address the gap between the pre-service English as a Foreign Language 
(hereafter EFL) teachers’ assessment literacy in terms of know-hows and show-hows, this 
study is conducted to unearth their perceptions as the future English language teachers.  
2. Methodology  
2.1. Purpose of the study 
This study probes into the main themes of (a) the EFL student-teachers’ knowledge on 
language testing and assessment, and assessment practices; (b) the EFL student-teachers’ 
perspectives upon language testing and assessment knowledge.  
2.2. Participants and setting 
The participants of this study are thirty-six senior students from the department of English 
Language Teaching at a state university in Turkey. Amidst them, 24 are noted female 
whereas 12 are noted as male students. The range of the participants is reported as 22 (N= 14) 
and 23 (N= 22). Besides, the participants are marked to have the teaching experience of 0-1 
year (N= 18), 2-3 years (N= 14), 4 years and more (N= 4).  
After four years of intensive education to become an English language teacher, the 
student-teachers are expected to develop an understanding of assessment literacy and enhance 
their skills within. Therefore, it is asked to the participants of this study to note down what 
kind of courses they have taken in relation to testing, assessment, and evaluation together 
with the experiences gathered from real-life teaching experiences. Accordingly, it is reported 
that the participants have micro-teaching and real-life teaching experiences obtained from the 
courses of ‘Approaches and Methods in Language Teaching I-II', ‘Teaching English to 
Young Learners I-II', and ‘Teaching Practicum'. Besides, they have taken courses regarding 
testing, assessment, and evaluation under the name of ‘Assessment and Evaluation', ‘Testing 
and Assessment in Foreign Language Education', ‘New Trends in Foreign Language 
Education and European Policies in Foreign Language Education'.   
2.3. Data collection instruments 
The data are collected in a two-way alternate: quantitative and qualitative. The 
quantitative data are collected via ‘Assessment Literacy Survey’ developed by Volante and 
Fazio (2007). Additionally, qualitative data are gathered by the student questionnaire 
purported by the European Network of Language Testing and Assessment (2004) on a 
volunteer basis. The participants are asked to note down their thoughts on language tests, 
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good and/or bad assessment during the semi-structured interview sessions conducted by the 
researchers: ‘Please, tell us as much as possible about what YOU think about language tests 
and assessments. What is a good assessment? What is a bad assessment?' 
2.4. Data analysis 
By means of descriptive statistics, means and standard deviations are estimated to detect 
the positive and/or negative rankings from the highest (10) to lowest (1). Besides, One Way 
Analysis of Variance Test (ANOVA) is applied as a part of quantitative data analysis to 
report if there is any statistically significant difference in terms of years of teaching 
experience. On the other hand, for qualitative data analysis, constant-comparison method, 
which is used to emerge concepts from the data gathered via coding and analyzing 
simultaneously (Taylor & Bogdan, 1998) is applied to report open-ended interview questions.  
3. Findings and results 
3.1. Self-reported overall assessment literacy 
The mean score for overall self-reported assessment literacy is estimated as 6.72/ 10.00 
(N= 36; SD= 1.06). Additionally, no statistically significant difference is spotted in terms of 
years of teaching experience; F(2)= 1.265, p= .295 (p > .05).  
3.2. Understanding the main purpose(s) of assessment 
When the participants are asked to list three main purposes for classroom assessment, the 
most generally used terms are marked as grading, achievement, quantifying, success, 
evaluating, and pointing the lacks as listed below: 
‘In order to grade students.’ 
‘In order to learn about student achievements.’ 
‘In order to quantify the learning process.’ 
‘In order to see how successful students are.’ 
‘In order to measure lacks of the students.’ 
Accordingly, the majority of the student-teachers have applied assessment initially for 
conventional purposes (e.g., assessment of the progress of learning).  
3.3. Approaches and methods in assessment 
The approaches and methods in assessment together with their utilization and need for 
further training are elaborated as selected response (multiple choice, matching etc.), 
constructed response (short answer, essay etc.), personal communication (group discussion, 
oral presentation etc.), observation (recording through checklists), portfolio assessment 
(systematic collection of student works and/or materials), and performance assessment (task-
based activities, problem-solving activities etc.).  
In terms of utilization, the results show that observation is utilized with an utmost 
importance in assessment practices (M= 8.22; SD= .92). It is followed by constructed 
response (M= 7.00; SD= .82), selected response (M= 6.66; SD= 1.17), personal 
communication (M= 6.61; SD= 1.18), and performance assessment (M= 6.11; SD= 1.72) 
respectively. However, portfolio assessment is reported to be utilized least in assessment 
practices by student-teachers (M= 4.39; SD= 1.78). 
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Within the scope of need for further training, the results indicate that there is a need for 
portfolio assessment practices with the highest mean score of 7.83 (SD= 1.56). It is followed 
by performance assessment (M= 7.28; SD= .81), personal communication (M= 7.05; SD= 
1.49), observation (M= 6.56; SD= 2.25), and selected response (M= 5.17; SD= 1.70). 
However, constructed response is reported to be needed least for further training in 
assessment practices by student-teachers (M= 4.39; SD= 1.40).  
3.4. ENLTA student questionnaire: University instruction  
The student-teachers as the participants of this study are asked to report one suggestion 
within the scope of university instruction so that they could enhance their assessment literacy. 
Herein, some of the student-teachers’ answers can be listed as:  
‘They need to provide more practical and realistic 
courses. For example, we learned many 
approaches and principles about testing but we 
didn’t prepare an exam.’ (Student A) 
‘More communication.’ (Student B) 
‘I think rather than focusing on only the 
theoretical part of the assessment itself, we 
emphasize more how to apply it in a classroom 
environment.’ (Student C) 
3.5. ENLTA student questionnaire: Practicum supervision 
The student-teachers as the participants of this study are asked to report one suggestion 
within the scope of practicum supervision so that they could enhance their assessment 
literacy. Herein, some of the student-teachers’ answers can be listed as:  
‘We may take an active role in the assessment 
process of the students. In this way, we can 
transfer what we've learnt theoretically in the 
classroom to a real classroom.' (Student D) 
‘If I correctly understand the meaning of 
practicum supervision, the pre-service teachers, 
that is ELT students, can involve in the real 
assessment process in order to understand how 
the things work in the real learning and teaching 
environment.’ (Student E) 
‘Providing much more opportunities than ever is 
a good way.’ (Student F) 
 
4. Discussion and conclusion  
Teacher education programs are not adequate to train teacher candidates before entering 
the classroom (Mertler, 2005; Rogier, 2009). Merely half of the teacher education programs 
are depicted to include a course on assessment skills (Rudner & Schafer, 2002). Besides, 
teacher education programs which provide undergraduate level courses on assessment 
(Campbell, Murphy, & Holt, 2002), should not basically report that student-teachers are not 
well-prepared to be able to use them effectively in a real classroom setting. This is confirmed 
by the findings of this study that self-reported overall assessment literacy of the prospective 
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English language teachers is marked as 6.72 out of 10 with no significant difference in terms 
of years of teaching experience.  
Correlatively, when the student-teachers are asked to report what they do understand by 
the term ‘assessment’, the main purpose(s) of assessment is remarked as the assessment of 
learning by the three-quarters of the total number of participants. This might be linked to the 
fact that pre-service teachers are more inclined to succumb to observation, they are somehow 
doomed to replicate rather conventional and undiscovered assessment-related 
implementations (Graham, 2005).  
The approaches and methods in assessment together with their utilization and need for 
further training are elaborated as selected response (multiple choice, matching etc.), 
constructed response (short answer, essay etc.), personal communication (group discussion, 
oral presentation etc.), observation (recording through checklists), portfolio assessment 
(systematic collection of student works and/or materials), and performance assessment (task-
based activities, problem-solving activities etc.) within the scope of this study. Regarding 
utilization, observation ranks first whereas portfolio assessment is in the lead in terms of the 
need for further training. Therefore, it is not surprising that portfolio assessment is reported to 
be utilized least in assessment and assessment-related practices by student-teachers. 
However, recently, forms of authentic assessment have been enormously seen as pivotal to 
increase students' achievement (Fetter, 2003; Hauge, 2006; Koh, 2011). In contrast to 
conventional ways of assessment (e.g., paper and pencil tests), learning outcomes and 
learners' progress should be tracked through a holistic way of assessment in order to keep up 
with higher order instructional purposes. 
As the participants of this study, the student-teachers are also asked to report one 
suggestion within the scope of university instruction so that they could enhance their 
assessment literacy.  It is, herein, reported that student-teachers are in need of more authentic 
and practical courses as they still have some problems in preparing appropriate exam for their 
future students. In this vein, it can be deduced that student-teachers are not adequately 
equipped with such a training during pre-service education. On the other hand, it is a crystal 
clear fact that teacher educators need to see a myriad of assessment methods so that pre-
service teachers construct a much deeper realization of the use of different kinds of 
assessment approaches (Allen & Flippo, 2002; Hargreaves, Earl, & Schmidt, 2002).  
Correlatively, the student-teachers are also asked to report one suggestion within the scope 
of practicum supervision so that they could enhance their assessment literacy. It is, thereto, 
stipulated that they want to take an active role in the practicum sessions as these sessions 
offer real-life experiences. Besides, a low level of assessment literacy could be exacerbated 
by the pressures of student achievement and learning apart from constraints at school (e.g., 
content, time, classroom management etc.). In this context, most of the teachers apply to 
modification on the course content, and even on the format of instruction. Within and beyond 
Europe, the Common European Framework of Reference for Languages (CEFR) and the 
European Language Portfolio (ELP) are proposed for the goodness of language teachers so 
that they could adopt new ways of language assessment (Mirici & Kavaklı, 2017). A critical 
point to be considered herein is that there is a brand-new concept of language assessment 
literacy (LAL) besides assessment literacy, which is, in general sense, the familiarity of the 
language teachers’ to the definitions and applications of how to assess language-related 
practices (Malone, 2013; Taylor, 2009). Therefore, it requires some additional competencies 
as there is a combination of skills regarding assessment literacy and language-specific ones 
(Inbar-Lourie, 2017). 
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One more to note, the decisions of the teachers have an utmost importance as the teacher 
has a critical role in the assessment process (Malone, 2013). However, there is a lack of 
appropriate mentorship towards teachers' professional development. In order to prepare 
teachers for the current curriculum together with the requirements of the twenty-first century, 
teacher training programs are to be revised and amended (Kavaklı & Arslan, 2017). In doing 
these, the stakeholders such as governments, educational leaders, administrators, teachers and 
all other vested parties are expected to share a common ground, and even more, allocate 
funding for expertise and material resources, and to a much greater extent, funding for 
teacher time (McMunn, McColskey, & O’Connor, 2002). The benefit of such a strong 
communication amidst the stakeholders would also help in-service and pre-service teachers to 
enhance an understanding of the essentials of assessment, and shape their instructional 
choices accordingly.  
 
ENDNOTE 
*This study was partly presented at XIII. European Conference on Social and Behavioral 
Sciences (ECSBS), which was held in Sofia, Bulgaria between the dates of 19-22 May, 2017. 
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